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1. The specification and declaration have different titles. The 
title in the specification is "Discount Offer Redemption System 
and Method" the title in the declaration is "System And Method 
For Product Extension." The title in the specification clearly 
better describes the invention which is a discount redemption 
system. As the examiner has no idea how "product extension" 
relates to the invention disclosed in the specification or what 
"product extension" might mean, a new or supplemental declaration 
identifying this application should be submitted. The very 
different titles raise the question of whether applicant 
inadvertently filed the wrong declaration with this application. 
The prior art statement uses the product extension title but is 
clearly directed towards the disclosed discount redemption 
system. Applicant should change the title to the title given in 
the specification. 

2. On line 4 of the first page of the specification the patent 
number given was incorrect. The number has been changed 

to 5,308,118 which is Mr. Ovadia's patent. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 
of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person. 

4. Claim yi is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over either the well known prior art, the "Eyeing 
the consumer" article or Dinerstein 4,872,113 in view of the 
disclosed prior art in Tai . Safeway stores has for several years 
had a "Safeway Club" promotion which grants discounts on selected 
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items to people using a card which identifies them. One of the 
benefits to the store is the ability to collects buying habits of 
individuals. In lines 15+ of the third column on page 63 of 
eyeing the consumer the article states that stores are using 
store debit cards to identify buying habits of individuals. 
Dinerstein disclose the same system using checks as the 
identifying medium rather than a card. In column 2 lines 56+ of 
Tai, Tai notes that individually coded coupons were known which 
allowed the identification of who actually redeemed the coupons. 
It would have been obvious to have also used the prior art 
coupons which identified individuals to identify the purchaser 
and purchased products in the Safeway club, the system disclosed 
in Eyeing the consumer or, Dinerstein in addition to checks or 
cards because that would allow moire individual buying habits to 
be collected. A person may use a coupon but not use a check, 
debit card or Safeway club card. Some consumers are reluctant to 
join such clubs because of the perceived loss of privacy. 
5. Claims 1-16 and 18-20 are allowed. The prior art does not 
teach or suggest coding a circular such that the code can be 
scanned and retrieve all articles having discounts in that 
circular. The closest prior art appears to be the above noted 
Safeway club but, the circulars are not coded and, it is the card 
that is scanned. As only one set of items at a time are 
discounted for club members there is no reason to code the 
circular. Coupons themselves are coded but they contain all the 



